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(a) Investigation and Technical Plan; 
and 

(b) Management and Cost Plan as de-
scribed in 1872.705–2. Investigators shall 
be required to identify and discuss risk 
factors and issues throughout the pro-
posal where they are relevant, and de-
scribe their approach to managing 
these risks. 

[65 FR 82297, Dec. 28, 2000, as amended at 67 
FR 61520, Oct. 1, 2002]

Subpart 1872.4—Evaluation of 
Proposals

1872.401 General. 
(a) The evaluation process considers 

the aspects of each proposal by the fol-
lowing progressive sorting: 

(1) A review resulting in a categoriza-
tion is performed by using one of the 
methods or combination of the meth-
ods outlined in 1872.403. The purpose of 
this initial review is to determine the 
scientific and/or technological merit of 
the proposals in the context of the AO 
objectives. 

(2) Those proposals which are consid-
ered to have the greatest scientific or 
technological merit are then reviewed 
in detail for the engineering, manage-
ment, and cost aspects, usually by the 
project office at the installation re-
sponsible for the project. 

(3) Final reviews are performed by 
the program office and the steering 
committee and are aimed at developing 
a group of investigations which rep-
resent an integrated payload or a well-
balanced program of investigation 
which has the best possibility for meet-
ing the AO’s objectives within pro-
grammatic constraints. 

(b) The importance of considering the 
interrelationship of the several aspects 
of the proposals to be reviewed in the 
process and the need for carefully plan-
ning their treatment should not be 
overlooked. An evaluation plan should 
be developed before issuance of the AO. 
It should cover the recommended staff-
ing for any subcommittee or con-
tractor support, review guidelines as 
well as the procedural flow and sched-
ule of the evaluation. While not man-
datory, such a plan should be consid-
ered for each AO. A fuller discussion of 
the evaluation and selection process is 

included in the following sections of 
this subpart.

1872.402 Criteria for evaluation. 
(a) Each AO must indicate those cri-

teria which the evaluators will apply in 
evaluating a proposal. The relative im-
portance of each criterion must also be 
stated. This information will allow in-
vestigators to make informed judg-
ments in formulating proposals that 
best meet the stated objectives. 

(b) Following is a list of general eval-
uation criteria appropriate for inclu-
sion in most AOs: 

(1) The scientific, applications, and/
or technological merit of the investiga-
tion. 

(2) The relevance of the proposed in-
vestigation to the AO’s stated sci-
entific, applications, and/or techno-
logical objectives. 

(3) The competence and experience of 
the investigator and any investigative 
team. 

(4) Adequacy of whatever apparatus 
may be proposed with particular regard 
to its ability to supply the data needed 
for the investigation. 

(5) The reputation and interest of the 
investigator’s institution, as measured 
by the willingness of the institution to 
provide the support necessary to en-
sure that the investigation can be com-
pleted satisfactorily. 

(6) Cost and management aspects will 
be considered in all selections. 

(7) The proposed approach to man-
aging risk (e.g., level of technology ma-
turity being applied or developed, tech-
nical complexity, performance speci-
fications and tolerances, delivery 
schedule, etc.). 

(8) Other or additional criteria may 
be used, but the evaluation criteria 
must be germane to the accomplish-
ment of the stated objectives. 

(c) Once the AO is issued, it is essen-
tial that the evaluation criteria be ap-
plied in a uniform manner. If it be-
comes apparent, before the date set for 
receipt of proposals, that the criteria 
or their relative importance should be 
changed, the AO will be amended, and 
all known recipients will be informed 
of the change and given an adequate 
opportunity to consider it in submis-
sion of their proposals. Evaluation cri-
teria and/or their relative importance 
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will not be changed after the date set 
for receipt of proposals. 

[62 FR 4472, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 67 
FR 61520 Oct. 1, 2002]

1872.403 Methods of evaluation. 
Alternative methods are available to 

initiate the evaluation of proposals re-
ceived in response to an AO. These are 
referred to as the Advisory Sub-
committee Evaluation Process, the 
Contractor Evaluation Process, and the 
Government Evaluation Process. In all 
processes, a subcommittee of the ap-
propriate Program Office Steering 
Committee will be formed to categorize 
the proposals. Following categoriza-
tion, those proposals still in consider-
ation will be processed to the selection 
official.

1872.403–1 Advisory subcommittee 
evaluation process. 

(a) Evaluation of scientific and/or 
technological merit of proposed inves-
tigations is the responsibility of an ad-
visory subcommittee of the Steering 
Committee. The subcommittee con-
stitutes a peer group qualified to judge 
the scientific and technological aspects 
of all investigation proposals. One or 
more subcommittees may be estab-
lished depending on the breadth of the 
technical or scientific disciplines in-
herent in the AO’s objectives. Each 
subcommittee represents a discipline 
or grouping of closely related dis-
ciplines. To maximize the quality of 
the subcommittee evaluation and cat-
egorization, the following conditions of 
selection and appointment should be 
considered. 

(1) The subcommittee normally 
should be established on an ad hoc 
basis. 

(2) Qualifications and acknowledg-
ment of the professional abilities of the 
subcommittee members are of primary 
importance. Institutional affiliations 
are not sufficient qualifications. 

(3) The executive secretary of the 
subcommittee must be a full-time 
NASA employee. 

(4) Subcommittee members should 
normally be appointed as early as pos-
sible and prior to receipt of proposals. 

(5) Care must be taken to avoid con-
flicts of interest. These include finan-
cial interests, institutional affili-

ations, professional biases and associa-
tions, as well as familiar relationships. 
Conflicts could further occur as a re-
sult of imbalance between Government 
and non-Government appointees or 
membership from institutions rep-
resenting a singular school of thought 
in discipline areas involving competi-
tive theories in approach to an inves-
tigation. 

(6) The subcommittee should convene 
as a group in closed sessions for pro-
posal evaluation to protect the pro-
poser’s proprietary ideas and to allow 
frank discussion of the proposer’s 
qualifications and the merit of the pro-
poser’s ideas. Lead review responsi-
bility for each proposal may be as-
signed to members most qualified in 
the involved discipline. It is important 
that each proposal be considered by the 
entire subcommittee. 

(b) It may not be possible to select a 
subcommittee fully satisfying all of 
the conditions described in paragraph 
(a) of this section. It is the responsi-
bility of the nominating and appoint-
ing officials to make trade-offs, where 
necessary, among the criteria in para-
graph (a) of this section. This latitude 
permits flexibility in making decisions 
in accord with circumstances of each 
application. In so doing, however, it is 
emphasized that recognized expertise 
in evaluating dissimilar proposals is 
essential to the continued workability 
of the investigation acquisition proc-
ess. 

(c) Candidate subcommittee members 
should be nominated by the office hav-
ing responsibility for the evaluation. 
Nominations should be approved in ac-
cordance with NMI 1150.2, ‘‘Establish-
ment, Operation, and Duration of 
NASA Advisory Committees.’’ The no-
tification of appointment should speci-
fy the duration of assignment on the 
subcommittee, provisions concerning 
conflicts of interest, and arrangements 
regarding honoraria, per diem, and 
travel when actually employed. 

(d) It is important that members of 
the subcommittee be formally in-
structed as to their responsibilities 
with respect to the investigation acqui-
sition process, even where several or 
all of the members have served pre-
viously. This briefing of subcommittee 
members should include:
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